Abstract: This paper proposes a construct to measure the competitiveness of Brazilian tourist destinations and orient the actions of public and private tourism managers. The model of this study is based on a relevant literature review, a panel with specialists that have expertise in Brazilian tourism and field research. The investigation was carried out in 15 Brazilian tourist cities, representative of the socioeconomic diversity that characterises the heterogeneity of a developing country. The results of the study show the level of competitiveness of these 15 destinations according to the 13 dimensions proposed in the model, identifying the strong and weak points of local tourism. An assessment was carried out in detail that should serve to assist public managers in the strategic planning of these cities. As a complementary result, the study may be successfully replicated in other destinations, thus initiating a historical series for monitoring the competitiveness of Brazilian tourist destinations.
Introduction
Although the phenomenon of competitiveness has been the subject of discussion and academic production in tourism, little has been discussed on the competitiveness of tourist destinations in developing countries and on the use of the concept for the management of tourist destinations.
Using the models of competitiveness in existing literature and analysing carefully the theories that underlie this phenomenon, this paper proposes a construct to measure the competitiveness of Brazilian tourist destinations and orient the actions of public and private tourism managers.
Theoretical framework

Tourist destination competitiveness
The literature on tourism presents a series of international experiences and studies concerning competitiveness in the tourism industry, such as Kozak and Rimmington (1999) , Crouch and Ritchie (1999) , Ritchie and Crouch (2000) , Crouch (2007) , Dwyer et al. (2000 Dwyer et al. ( , 2001 , Dwyer and Kim (2003) , Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2004) , Melián-González and García-Falcón (2003) , Enright and Newton (2004) , Johns and Mattsson (2005) , D'Hauteserre (2000), Zhang et al. (2011) , Huang and Peng (2012) , Wu et al. (2012) , Dwyer et al. (2012) , Risteski et al. (2012) , Botti and Peypoch (2013) , Croes and Kubickova (2013) , Martínez et al. (2014) .
Of those authors, four groups were considered as the most representative models by the number of citations in the literature on the subject: the Crouch and Ritchie model; the model of Dwyer and Kim; the Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto model and the world economic forum model (WEF). Crouch and Ritchie (1999) have developed a conceptual model of competitiveness for destinations, based on four factors: qualification factors (or situational conditions); management of the destination; attractions and key resources; and support factors and resources.
The Dwyer and Kim (2003) model is composed of four dimensions that characterise the competitiveness of a destination, namely resources, destination management, situational conditions and demand conditions. The resource dimension comprises the characteristics of a destination that make it attractive to tourists to visit. The dimension of situational conditions encompasses all factors related to the impact of the external environment on the competitiveness of the destination. The dimension destination management is divided into industrial and governmental factors. The demand conditions dimension includes three basic elements of tourism demand: recognition (awareness), perception and preferences. Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2004) have drawn up a model for the evaluation of the competitiveness of tourist destinations whose units of analysis were prices, economic openness, technological developments, structure, human development in tourism, social development, environment and human resources.
The WEF published a significant study on competitiveness in 2007, based on secondary data from various international organisms and a survey among leaders and executives present at the forum. Based on these figures, a ranking of competitiveness in tourism terms was drawn up, in which 130 countries were classified according to their level of competitiveness.
The competitiveness index developed by the WEF was based on models structured on 13 key elements: public policies and regulations, environmental legislation, safety, health and hygiene, priority given to the tourism sector, air transport infrastructure, ground transport infrastructure, tourism infrastructure, communications infrastructure, prices in the tourism sector, human resources, national perception of tourism, and natural and cultural resources. These elements were then grouped into three areas: regulatory, business environment and infrastructure, and natural, cultural and human resources.
In the last five years, the destination competitiveness literature has been enriched with other contributions. Zhang et al. (2011) used the information entropy weight to obtain objectively the weight to the competitiveness factors, and apply the technique for order preference by similarity to ideal solution (TOPSIS) method to fully and objectively evaluate tourism destination competitiveness (TDC) in 16 Chinese cities. The TOPSIS is based on the fact that the ideal solution is composed of all the best indices, whereas the negative ideal solution is made up of all the worst attainable indices for solving a multiple criteria decision-making problem. Their 35 TDC indices included four tourism competitiveness aspects: resources endowment, tourism reception capacity, tourism industry strength and tourism support ability which is further divided into socio-economic support ability and eco-environment support ability. Huang and Peng (2012) propose a novel approach to the TOPSIS using the Fuzzy Rasch model for determining how to obtain accurate fuzzy numbers for the criteria of competitiveness factors weights. The Rasch model is based on the concept that the probability of obtaining an item is a function of a latent trait or ability. They analysed the TDC of nine Asian countries using 6 criteria and 15 indices comprising availability of attractions, availability of service, affordability, positive market image, peace and stability and cultural links. Wu et al. (2012) criticised the travel and tourism competitiveness index of the WEF suggesting that the equal importance given to all subindices and pillars limited the quality of information for policy-makers and inhibits better decision-making. The authors explored the causal relationships among the subindices and pillars affecting the overall rankings. They proposed a framework that integrates the data envelopment analysis for benchmarking analysis, the Bayesian network (BN) classifiers for cause-effect hypotheses development and the partial least squares path modelling for hypotheses testing. Dwyer et al. (2012) discussed tools for measuring destination performance with focus on importance performance analysis (IPA). The IPA model was employed to evaluate Slovenia's destination competitiveness as a function of both expectations concerning the significant attributes and judgements about their performance. The survey results provide information on those issues where Slovenia is considered to be performing best, and those areas that have the largest gaps between importance and performance. The results also provide empirical support for the inclusion of both industry level and destination attributes in studies of tourism competitiveness, suggesting that the importance of competitiveness attributes may vary across locations, depending on product mix and target market segments. Risteski et al. (2013) presented three concepts for achieving destination competitiveness: development of sustainable destinations, destination management planning and implementation of integrated quality management. The authors considered that the quality of the tourist destination and the integrated management is linked to spatial planning and developmental issues. In this sense, spatial planning of a destination needs to incorporate sustainable tourism in a holistic and integrated approach.
Croes and Kubickova (2013) designed a tourism competitiveness index derived from satisfaction, productivity and quality of life. They claimed that a meaningful measurement of tourism competitiveness is performance (ex post concept) instead of efficiency (ex ante concept proposed by WEF T&T Index). The authors measured the tourism competitiveness in six Central America countries using these three concepts and supported that successful destinations seem to correlate strongly with quality of life. The study provided indication of the success of the countries as related to their tourism policies and presented the main attributes of the leading destinations in those countries: strong real receipts per capita (high value of their product) and value added (tourism specialisation).These two attributes lead to quality of life level. Botti and Peypoch (2013) implemented an multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) method ELECTRE I to four Hawaiian islands to analyse tourism destination relative competitiveness. The model is based on competitiveness factors cited in Ritchie and Crouch (2003) . They showed that destination management, destination policy, planning and development, and qualifying and amplifying determinants are the foundation of TDC. Martínez et al. (2014) introduced public policies and tourism marketing as determinant factors of destination competitiveness. They presented the results of a field study held in two tourist destinations recognised as World Heritage Sites by UNESCO. Their survey included 23 items that examined the following factors: public policies, foreign direct investment, tourism marketing, cultural resources, human resources, and quality and price of tourism services. The results show that the tourism competitiveness of the cities is the consequence of the relationships between the following factors: marketing, foreign direct investment, public policies, human resources and cultural resources. They concluded that actions and measures should be taken by government and private sector to have common guidelines and strategies to meet hosts' and visitors' needs.
According to those authors destination competitiveness can be measured by different methods. Therefore, the identification of key variables and indicators used in the models of competitiveness of tourist destinations, which already exists in the literature, may serve as a basis for the model proposed in this paper.
Proposition for a new model for measurement of competitiveness in tourism destinations
The development of any economic activity needs a proactive approach and the preparation of strategies that will ensure the achievement of the desired objectives.
The establishment of such strategies requires profound understanding of the local reality -structures, economy, competitive advantages and fragility for its preparation process. The adoption of a wide perspective, which may combine the main sub-sectors and the dimensions that compose the tourist activity, is considered the most appropriate one for the sector's development. Such perspective must include analyses and scenarios connected with infrastructure, tourist potential, economy, public policies and sustainability, with the purpose of measuring the current capability of the destination and the potential for development.
This model used other variables presented in the studies of competitiveness discussed herein, adapted to the local level (municipalities). One can observe the use of models of competitiveness by Ritchie and Crouch (2003) , Dwyer and Kim (2003) , Gooroochurn & Sugiyarto (2004) and the WEF (2007, 2009 ) for the variables presented in the proposed model: public health, energy and communication, financial facilities, urban development, transport and access, the vicinity of tourist source centres, tourist facilities, professional qualification, attractions, framework to support tourism, planning, promotion and marketing support, tourism research, business infrastructure, level of education, investment barriers, water supply and sanitation, environmental conservation units, cultural production and cultural-historical heritage. The identification of the key variables and indicators used in the prevailing models of the competitiveness of tourist destinations may serve as a basis for the model proposed in this study.
Considering the measuring of competitiveness, this model proposes to adapt and complement the competitiveness studies of the authors quoted to meet specific needs of destinations in developing countries. Among the main directions of the model, we can highlight
• the use of variables that are conducive to analysis of cities rather than countries, excluding micro-environment (business analysis)
• employment of factors and data sources that identify socioeconomic and structural deficiencies with greater precision in developing or underdeveloped destinations
• the adoption of competitiveness indicators based on the concepts of efficiency (ex ante) instead of performance indicators (ex post)
• the use of only the most objective indicators possible, avoiding those which purport to investigate values and/or perceptions of service users.
In the same way, as mentioned by Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2004 ) and WEF (2007 , 2009 , it was an option taken by this research to divide the elements that affect the competitiveness of a tourist destination in dimensions and variables (Figure 1 ).
Figure 1 Macro-dimensions and dimensions (see online version for colours)
Source: Elaborated by the authors
Methodology
The analysis and the composition of the dimensions of this competitiveness model was based primarily on an extensive literature review in which the dimensions of competitiveness were extracted from and only later on were explored in detail by 13 tourism experts for the Brazilian case. Then an exploratory interview was proceeded to examine the relevance of the proposed conceptual model of destination competitiveness. In particular, a series of semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13 experts in Brazilian tourism studies. Those experts were divided into their areas of expertise according to each one of the 13 dimensions of the proposed model to explore its pertinent aspects of competitiveness, strategy and destination development in the Brazilian case. A standardised questionnaire was applied with items measured in an objective way. The dimensions were expressed by variables. Such variables had objective questions presented according to a dichotomised answer (yes or no), multiple choices or with objective responses such as numbers and figures. The questionnaire contained 600 questions categorised into the primary data to be collected through interviews with respondents or by observation on site.
The definition of each macro-dimension and their respective dimensions, as well as the variables and questions that comprise them, allowed us to produce score criteria. This procedure was validated with experts in each one of the dimensions and, afterwards, validated in a meeting with representatives of the Ministry of Tourism and the private sector. Thus, for the competitiveness assessment of each tourist destination, a score, or weight, for each question, variable and dimension was attributed, taking into consideration the respective contributions to the global competitiveness index.
Each variable was defined to capture the overall comprehensiveness of the real meaning of the dimension it is part of. Thus, the score in each dimension was assessed as per the following calculation: Final score ,
where ω is weight attributed to dimension i. The set of weights used in measurement of the dimensions was discussed and validated with a specialist panel. This panel comprised technicians from the Ministry of Tourism, the State Tourism Secretariats, Brazilian Service of Support for Micro and Small Enterprises (SEBRAE) representative and representatives of class and professionals entities in the sector as well as the academic researchers.
Data collection was performed between April and October 2009. In all destinations, the researchers relied on the constant presence of Municipal Tourism Secretariat personnel as well as of the respective state tourism body.
As interviewees, the representatives of other municipal secretariats, partner members of the city government, SEBRAE and the National Service of Commercial Learning also participated in the process of data obtainment. Likewise, professionals from educational institutions and representatives from hotels, restaurants, respective agencies and travel agency sectors were involved.
These 15 destinations were chosen for the following reasons:
• to cover all five geographical regions in Brazil
• to include different tourist attractions (priority tourism segments)
• to vary in terms of the size of economy and population
• to have accessible local government managers
• to be considered by the Ministry of Tourism as priorities for tourism development in their respective regions.
In addition to the data collected in the field, the model comprised several other variables drawing upon the data available from official sources of recognised credit. This information served both to supplement the model database and to deal with variables that demanded treatment in a comparative framework, i.e. the need to be balanced in relation to size, public budgets or population in the destinations surveyed, for the purpose of comparability between them.
Results and discussion
The competitiveness index is presented as a scale of 0-100 points. The overall result of destination competitiveness is shown in Table 1 . The overall result of the competitiveness index provided by the model highlights two groups of cities: state capital* (state government offices) and non-capitals. The first group achieved average competitiveness levels exceeding 70 points (with the exception of City VIII with 63.9 points), while the second group scored less than 61 points. This occurred because the model was constructed according to the principle of cause and effect and the 13 dimensions (with their respective weights) contributed to the total level of competitiveness of capital city destinations being superior to that of non-capital cities.
In this sense, the index numbers were higher in state capital cities in 12 of the 13 dimensions of competitiveness proposed by model: general infrastructure, access, tourist services and equipment, public policies, monitoring, local economy, business capacity, social aspects, environmental aspects and cultural aspects. Non-capital cities had higher index numbers only in the regional cooperation dimension. Considering the foregoing, there are visible differences in competitiveness in tourism across Brazil, indicating that the larger the degree of development in a destination, the more competitive it is. This is the case for the capital cities, where state government offices are located.
The question of the level of development and regional inequality is crucial to the design of a tourism competitiveness model for developing countries, since while in developed countries structural issues for tourism are consolidated and homogeneous in cities and territories, in developing countries, they vary from city to city.
For this reason, the model in this work proposes enhancing those dimensions that support tourist activity, such as access, infrastructure and tourist equipment and services. Some examples are the variables 'tourist signs', 'tourist protection services' and 'tourist information centres'. The first two were considered in the four models presented this work, while the third was only proposed in the model of competitiveness by Dwyer and Kim (2003) .
Along this same line of reasoning is the question over the unit of analysis. Since one of the objectives of this paper was to propose a model that serves as a reference for managers to monitor the development of local tourism, it makes more sense that the analysis units are cities and not the country as a whole, as there are large gaps in the levels of competitiveness among Brazilian cities. Table 1 Consolidated results for the 15 tourist destinations
The question of measuring and monitoring competitiveness is also decisive for establishing a method of evaluation based on efficiency (ex ante concept). According to this assessment criterion, the identification of weaknesses (variables) in destination competitiveness is clearer, which would be difficult to determine if performance assessment was used (ex post concept) since very little information about tourism results is available in Brazilian destinations. Cross-checking the results are an important issue that affects the sustainability of local tourism, for example. Cities with vibrant tourist attractions such as City XV (cultural segment), City XIV (rural segment), City IX (cultural segment) and City VII (sun and beach segment) presented reduced competitiveness rates on the attractions dimension (below 60 points) not only because of their poor infrastructure, but also because they do not meet the criteria of sustainability at a higher point of interest for tourist visits. Consequently, the model of this paper highlights the advantages of identifying factors that are prejudicial to tourism by means of three dimensions: social aspects, environmental aspects and cultural aspects (sustainability dimensions). By contrast, the other four models focus only on environmental sustainability.
The lowest index of the 13 dimensions is monitoring with 38.2 points. This score shows the low technical capacity and resources of local governments to establish indicators on tourism monitoring. Monitoring would be better conducted by the public sector or in partnership with research institutes seeking sustainable development in the destination. In most cases presented, it is not carried out at all.
In addition, the degree of cooperation between local governments and the central government and their respective state governments as well as public-private sector cooperation is low. This is pointed out by the public policy dimension indicator (55.66 points), which encompasses these variables in addition to local planning and local infrastructure to support tourism. The low results of this dimension, along with the monitoring and regional cooperation dimensions (49.4 points), denote the fragile capacity to work within networks, whether inter-destination (regional cooperation) or at levels of government (public policy).
Moreover, in relation to the unit of analysis, the proposed model in this research does not consider microeconomic or macroeconomic aspects, thus resembling more the models presented by Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2004) , Ritchie and Crouch (2003) and WEF (2007 WEF ( , 2009 , which favours the resource-based view from organisational studies to the detriment of the economic approach.
Accordingly, a destination is seen as an accumulation of resources represented by its dimensions and variables of competitiveness. By contrast, Dwyer and Kim's (2003) model considers macroeconomic and microeconomic factors besides those related to the destination's resources.
The model presented herein defines the phenomenon of competitiveness itself, moving away from those that verify the cause/consequence function. All models analysed made use of surveys and secondary data as sources of information, while this study collects data on site by means of observations and interviews and only refers to secondary data as a supplement.
A common result of deficiency (more evident in non-capital cities) in the management aspect of destinations can be observed: the fragility of governments and/or local leadership. This tends to become evident when you observe the vulnerability of the variables related to the normative and institutional apparatus of destinations, demonstrating clear bottlenecks for tourism competitiveness.
One interesting point observed in the results is that the information acquired by the research is actually part of public managers' day-to-day work and may be used not just to compose this competitiveness evaluation but also as a reference for public policies: tourist protection programs, passenger terminals for the various modes of transport, incentives for the adoption of cleaner technologies, monitoring on the issue of accessibility for disabled persons, load capacity studies for attractions, conservation of attractions and surroundings, facilities and infrastructure at the attractions, destination marketing planning, qualified managers and own resources for the managing destinations, effectiveness of local government offices, the city's tourist sector planning, research and destination index systems, monitoring the impacts of tourism, barriers to entry of new tourism ventures, prevention of the sexual exploitation of children and adolescents, municipal funds for culture and the environment, updated environmental legislation and cultural incentive programs.
In view of the hindrances observed in the preceding paragraph, three interlinked lines of action for the improvement of the management of Brazilian tourist destinations can be defined: sustainability, public policies and governance.
Improving the sustainability of the destination is linked to the ability to monitor the impacts caused by tourist activities. There is a need for people and tools capable of developing studies of tourism. Furthermore, technicians and technologies may be obtained through partnerships with higher education institutions or agreements with other spheres of government as previously stated.
In addition to monitoring the results, it would be necessary for public policies to provide legal and institutional frameworks capable of providing cities with efficient legislation and enforcement for the protection of their natural resources, while favouring the practice of tourism in natural areas in a sustainable manner.
In the field of culture, incentives for cultural heritage preservation projects and the development of cultural tourism activities would serve to diversify and qualify the tourist offerings of destinations. Funds set up by law would support the budgets of those organisations responsible for cultural and environmental management.
Another function of public policies would be the elimination of barriers to the establishment of new businesses, tax incentives for new companies and lines of credit for entrepreneurs. Social dysfunctions can also be objects of public policies insofar as they are proactive, mitigating their causes.
The effectiveness of public policies for tourism competitiveness also depends on the performance of local governance along with management organisations in the destination, such as tourism boards. However, one of the weaknesses noted in this study is the inefficiency of such government offices. This gap may be one of the factors responsible for the lack of tourism planning in some destinations and, in many cities, the absence of a marketing plan. Not by chance, the outcome of competitiveness in the dimensions of marketing (48.95 points) and public policy (55.66 points) was, respectively, the second and the fourth lowest of all cities surveyed.
The growth of competitiveness of Brazilian tourism destinations has been one of the main objectives of Brazilian Tourism National Plan since 2007. In the period 2007-2011, the Ministry of Tourism adopted a methodology of research to identification of tourist destinations regions which could play an important inducer role of regional tourism development (Brazilian Ministry of Tourism, 2013) .
The model presented in this paper has been served as the matrix that allows the assessment of competitiveness indices in strategic tourist regions to the improvement of the tourist experience. Since 2007, 65 tourist destinations were set in Brazil and this methodology has been used for assessing the competitiveness rate of each destination. As a consequence of that, there were investments to improve competitiveness on the areas pointed by the study.
Limited initially to these 65 destinations, the implementation of this study and the Brazilian Competitiveness Program shall be further territorially expanded as Brazilian Ministry of Tourism (2013) believes that by increasing the competitiveness of tourism in Brazil, it shall provide job creation and quality entrepreneurship.
Conclusion
The models of competitiveness present in the literature suffer limitations. Thus, this work sought to bridge some theoretical gaps in the Brazilian case. First, the choice of the city as the geographical unit of analysis provided greater detail on the factors affecting the competitiveness of local tourism. The city is also the smallest geographically and politically established area where tourists come in contact with the tourist product, making feasible actions of planning, organisation, direction and control.
Second, the 13 dimensions of competitiveness proposed by the model of this thesis, broken down into 61 variables and 600 questions/indicators, are based on the four models presented in this work, with some variations. The power of diagnostic accuracy and interpretation of local reality achieved was increased using a broader scope of conceptual models by Dwyer and Kim (2003) and Ritchie and Crouch (2003) . The weighting system of dimensions and variables from the cause/effect models of Sugiyarto (2004, 2005) and WEF (2007, 2009 ) was also incorporated. The sustainability of tourism was expanded to be composed of three specific dimensions (social, environmental and cultural), whose goal is to verify the degree of inclusion of local populations by means of tourist activities and their impacts on tourist attractions. Finally, specific variables for researching developing countries were included.
Third, this research was oriented by the concept of competitiveness. From this perspective, the experience perceived by the tourist was translated by indicators, whose data collection occurred by direct observations and interviews, and only complemented by secondary data. Thus, subjective information for the operationalisation of the competitiveness of Brazilian cities was quantified to capture competitiveness in an objective a manner as possible. Consequently, this study became innovative for prioritising primary data collection obtained from destinations to the detriment of secondary data and for combining qualitative and quantitative research.
Fourth, the particularities of Brazilian cities and large differences among them were two of the premises that motivated this work. The results of the research show great differences between capital cities and non-capitals, indicating that the competitiveness of destinations may be associated with their levels of development. Therefore, the measurement model for regions with large differences of development should provide a comprehensive analysis and the most direct contact possible with local reality. A model of this type would possess an extensive set of variables/indicators whose unit of analysis would be a relatively small field to obtain with acuity the phenomenon of competitiveness.
And finally, as managerial contributions, this model has been used by the Brazilian Ministry of Tourism to monitor 65 tourist destinations to point out errors in the city's environment from organisational, infrastructural, economic, social, cultural, environmental and political points of view, which may influence corrective actions to enhance destination competitiveness. This assessment will also assist public policy development and strategic planning, since the information generated has been analysed according to the dimensions and variables of the model. With the creation of a historical series, since 2007, the results serve to track the evolution of the destination and the impacts caused by tourism in terms of sustainability.
In this sense, the present research has shown that the biggest deficiency in destinations is their incapacity to develop studies of tourism and to monitor its impacts because of a lack of specialist staff in destination management organisation (DMO). For this reason, a model that assesses local competitiveness in a comprehensive and detailed manner will serve as a management tool for local, state or central governments to assess, plan, direct and control cities to reach higher levels of competitiveness in tourism.
